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Mr. John Ulrich
Director
Departnent of Utilities
City of Palo Alto
250 Hamilton Avenuc
Palo Alto, CA 94301

Re: CPF No,5-2000-0004

Dear Mr. Ulrich:l

Enclosed is the Final Orda is,sued by the A$sociate Administrator for Pipcline Safety in the
above-rcfererced case. It makes findings of violation and assesses a civil penalty, I acknowledge
receipt of and accepr )our peyment dated May 5, 2000 for $5,000 as paym€nt in full of the civil
poralty assesscd in the Final Ondsr.

The Final Order also finds that 1lou have compteted the actions spccificd in the Notice
required to complywith thc pipclinc safctyrcgulations and that 1ou have addrcssed the inadoquacies
in your proccdurcs that wcrc cited in the Notice of Amendment. This case is now closcd and no
further enforcement action is contemplated with respect to the matters in this case. Your receipl of
the Final Order constitutes service of that document under 49 C.F'R. $ 190.5.

Sinccrely,

+"- /l-
James Reynolds
Pipcline Compliancc Rcglstry
Office of Pipclinc SafetY

Enclosure

Mr. Bill Gray
Manager
Water, Gas, and Wastewater Field Operations

400 Srvenrh St 5 W I
wrlhngton D C ?0590

cc:



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
PdSEARCH AND SPECIAL PROGMMS ADMIMSTRATION

OFFICE OF PIPELINE SAFETY
WASHINGTON. DC 20590

In the Matter of

City of Palo Alto,

Respondent

CPF No. 5-2000-0004

FI}IALORDER

On April 28-30, 1999, pursuant to 49 U.S,C. $ 60117, a rcpresentative of the Califomia Public
U(ilities Comrnission, as agent forthe OfiiceofPipelincSafcty(OPS), conducted an on-sitepipeline
safety inspection of Respondent's facilities and records in Palo Alto, California. As a result of the
inspection, lhe Director, Wesfern Region, OPS, issued to Respondent, by letter dated April 7, 2000,
a Notice of hobable Violation, Proposod Civil Penalty. Proposed Compliance Order, and Noticc of
Amendment (Notice). ln accordance with 49 C.F.R. $ 190.207, the Notice proposed finding that
Respondcnt had committed violations of 49 C.F.R. Psrt lgz,proposcd assessing a civil penaltyof

$5,000 for the allcged violations, and proposed that Respondent take certain measures to corrcct the
alleged violations. Thc Nolicc also proposed, in accordancc with 49 C.F.R. $ 190'237' that

Respondent amend its written procedurcs for Operations and Maintenance'

Respondent rcsponded to lhe Notice by letter dated May l, 2000 (Response). Rcspondort did not

coniest thc allegations ofviolation but provided information concerning the cort€ctive actions it has

taken. Rcspondent did not roquest a hearing and therefore has waived iS right to one' Respondcnt

submitted paymert in thc amount of the proposed civil penalty ($5,000; on May 5' 2000'

FINDINGS OF VIOLATION

In its Response, Respondent did not contcst thc altcged violations in the Noiice. Accordingly, I find

thar Reslondenl vioiated the following sectionsof4gC.F'R. Part 192' as more fullydescribed in the

Notice:

49 C.F.R. $ 192.199(9) - failing to have an ovcrprGsure protection device installed at a

district regulator stati'Jn that is lcsigned and installed to pnevent any single incidentfrom

aflecting thc opcration ofboth the ovcrpressure protective devicc and the district regulator'

Responienf insralled an overpttsswe protcction device and district rcgulator in the samc

vault at the veterans Adminisradon Hospital Station;

)
l
)
)
)
)
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49 C.F.R. $ I 92.I 99(h) - failing to design each pressure reliefdevice to prevent unauthorized
operalion of any stop valve thal will make the pressurc rclicf device inoperative;

49 C.F.R. $ 192.603(b) - hiling lo record pransurc seltings "as found" and "as lefi" on
Respondent's Receiving Station and PrcssurcRcliefValve Annual Inspcction form provided
to OPS to demonstrate compliance with the rcquirements of $ 192.739. Rcspiondent also
failcd to coneclly nole the Maxirnum Allowable Opcrating Pressure of 25 psig for Station
4; and

49 C.F.R. i 192.747 - failing to check and savicc cach valve, which may bc necessary for
the safe operation ofthe distribution slrlem, at least once cach calendar year, with intervals
nor exce€qing l5 months

These findings of violation will bc considered prior offcnses in any subscquent enforcement action
takan against Respondent. I assess the civil penalty of $5,000, already paid by Respondent.

COMPLTANCE ORDER

Thc Notice proposed a compliance order with rsspect to ltems l, 2, 3 and 6. Undsr 49 U.S.C.
$ 601 l8(a), cach pcrson who cngages in thc ransportation ofgas or who owns or operates a pipelinc
facility is required to comply with the applicable safety standards established under Chapter 601.
The Regional Dircctor has reviewed the conective action taken by Rcspondent and has indicatcd that
the corrcctivc action has achieved compliance with r€spect to thesc violations. Accordingln since
compliancc has been achievod, the compliance terms are not includcd in this Order.

AMENDMENT OF PROCEDURES

The Notice alleged inadequacics in Rcspondcnt's Opcmating aud Maintenancs procdwes and
proposed to require amcndment of Rcspondent's proceducs to comply with the rcquirements of
49 C.F.R. $ 192.605, In its Response, Respondent submittcd copiet of its amcndei procedures,
which the Director, Western Rcgion, OPS, revicwed. Accordingly, based on the results of this
review, I find that Respondcnt's original procodures as described in the Notice were inadequate to
ensure safe operation of its pipcline s)Nstcm, but that Rcspondent has corrected the idcntified
inadoquacies. No need exists to issue an order directing amendmert.
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